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REMARKS 

Claims 1-31 are pending in the present application. By this reply, claims 1, 8, 14-17, 23, 
26, 27, 30 and 31 have been amended. Claims 1, 15 and 31 are independent. Reconsideration of 
this application, as amended, is respectfully requested. 



Obiectioii to the Specification 

The Specification stands objected to for the incorporation by reference of essential 
material in the specification. As the Examiner will note, paragraph [0001] of the present 
specification has been deleted to thereby remove the incorporation by reference to European 
Application No. 02079457.4. Therefore, the Examiner's objection has been rendered moot. 
However, Applicants reserve the right to add material from the corresponding European 
Application No. 02079457.4 at a later date if it becomes necessary. 



Obiection to the Claims 

Claim 31 stands objected to under 37 C.F.R. § 1.75(c) as being of improper dependent 
form for failing to further limit the subject matter of a previous claim. As the Examiner will 
note, claim 31 has been rewritten in independent form. Therefore, the Examiner's objection has 
been rendered moot. 
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Rejection Under 35 U.S.C. S 102 

Claims 1-31 stand rejected under 35 U.S.C. § 102(e) as being anticipated by Ikeda, U.S. 
Patent No. 6,934,542. This rejection is respectfully traversed. 

At the outset, it is respectfully requested that the Examiner clarify which claims are 
rejected in view of the Ikeda reference. In the statement of rejection, all of claims 1-31 are 
mentioned as being rejected under 35 U.S.C. § 102(e) in view of the Ikeda reference. However, 
on page 7 of the Examiner's Office Action, claims 5, 7, 12-14, 23, 27, 28 and 30 are indicated as 
being allowable. It is believed that the Examiner beheves that claims 5, 7, 12-14, 23, 27, 28 and 
30 are directed to allowable subject matter; however, clarification is requested in the next 
Official Communication. For the purposes of the present Amendment, Applicants have 
considered claims 5, 7, 12-14, 23, 27, 28 and 30 to be directed to allowable subject matter. 

With regard to the merits of the Examiner's rejection, independent claims 1, 15 and 31 
are directed to a method of monitoring the operating status of a plurality of image processing 
devices located in a proximate environment, a system for monitoring the operating status of a 
plurality of image processing devices located in a proximate environment, and a portable 
terminal for use with a plurality of image processing devices and at least one transmitter 
connected to the pluraUty of image processing devices, respectively. 

Independent claim 1 is directed to the method and recites a combination of steps 
including "presenting the current status data of the image processing devices at the portable 
terminal in the form of either a general system status indication or a device status indication 
regarding a particular image processing device, as specified bv a user selection at the portable 
terminal and in accordance with a predetermined presentation scheme." 
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Independent claim 15 is directed to the system and recites a combination of elements 
including "a portable terminal provided with a receiver for receiving said wireless signals, said 
portable terminal being provided with a display and with a presentation module that presents on 
the display the current status data for each of the image processing devices in the form of either a 
general system status indication or a device status indication regarding a particular image 
processing device, as specified by a user selection at the portable terminal and in accordance 
with a predetermined presentation scheme." 

Independent claim 31 is directed to the portable terminal and recites a combination of 
elements including "a presentation module that presents on the display the current status data for 
each of the image processing devices in the form of either a general system status indication or a 
device status indication regarding a particular image processing device, as specified by a user 
selection at the portable terminal and in accordance with a predetermined presentation scheme." 

AppUcants respectfully submit that the Dceda reference reUed on by the Exammer fails to 
teach or suggest the present invention as recited in independent claims 1, 15 and 31. 
Specifically, referring to the Ikeda reference, this reference is directed to a system for managing 
operation status of equipment and apparatus used therein. Referring to page 3 of the Examiner's 
Office Action, the Examiner asserts that Dceda discloses "presenting status data of image 
processing devices at a portable terminal in the form of either a general system status indication 
or a device status indication regarding a particular image processing device" as recited in the 
independent claims of the present invention. The Examiner refers to column 4, lines 25-29 for 
this disclosure in Dceda. However, this portion of Dceda merely states "[i]n other words, in the 
volatile memory 302, screen messages which uniquely represent respective copy machines 106 
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and their operation statuses have been registered, being associated with respective identification 
numbers (calling number information)." It is not understood how the Examiner considers this 
portion of Ikeda to disclose the presentation of both general system status indication and device 
status indication as in the presently claimed invention. Therefore, clarification is requested. 

In order to further differentiate the present invention fi-om Ikeda, independent claims 1, 
15 and 31 have been amended to clarify that the general system status indication and the device 
status indication are presented "as specified by a user selection at the portable terminal." In 
addition, independent claims 1,15 and 31 have been amended to recite that the operating status 
data is "current" data. Applicants respectfully submit that Ikeda clearly fails to disclose these 
aspects of the present invention. Not only does Dceda not disclose displaying a general system 
status, but also, Ikeda does not disclose displaying a current status of a particular device. Ikeda 
merely displays a status change in any of the connected devices, when such change occurs . 
Therefore, the current status is not displayed in the device of Ikeda. This can be understood fi-om 
Ikeda, because if a following status change takes place, the former one will obviously be 
oveiwritten by the new one. No disclosure is given of reviewing older status changes, let alone 
reviewing the present status of a particular device, upon a user selection of that device at the 
portable terminal as in the presently claimed invention. Therefore, Ikeda does not display 
current device status, but only displays device status changes. 

Referring to column 7, lines 29-32 of Ikeda, it is stated "[r]egarding operation status 
information, the latest status of any other copy maching 106 can be checked with reference to the 
received-call history of the appropriate wireless mobile terminal 110." However, the current 
status of the particular device is not displayed when reviewing the received-call history. In the 
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Ikeda terminal, only the history of all status changes (of all devices) is stored (just like the 
received-call history in a normal mobile phone). If a user wants to check the current status of a 
particular device, he has to go through all entries of that list and look for the latest status change 
of that particular device (since that latest status change probably reflects the status that particular 
device is still in). Especially in a system of many devices, the "received-call history" may 
constitute a long list, hi contrast, in the present invention, the user may simply select the 
particular device with the rotary selector, and then the current status is immediately shown, 
which is much easier for the user. 

In addition, as mentioned above, Ikeda fails to disclose the presentation of general system 
status indication as recited in the independent claims of the present invention. Referring to 
Figure 13 of Ikeda, the Examiner considers "general system status indication" to be displayed. 
However, this figure is simply a standby screen for a mobile telephone (see column 7, lines 9- 
10). Only the date and time appear in the standby screen of Figure 13. There is nothing in the 
description of Ikeda that discloses a connection to system status when the standby screen is being 
displayed. Furthermore, the table in Figure 12 of Ikeda does not include an entry for the system 
as an entity (general system status indication). In the present invention; however, the portable 
terminal has an explicit entry for "All" as illustrated in Figure 3.1. 

In view of the above, Ikeda fails to disclose a "general system status indication" being 
presented or a current "device status indication" being presented "as specified by a user selection 
at the portable terminal" as recited in the independent claims of the present invention. Therefore, 
Ikeda fails to anticipate the independent claims of the present invention for at least these reasons. 
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With regard to dependent claims 2-4, 6, 8-11, 16-22, 24-26 and 29, Applicants submit 
that these claims are allowable due to their respective dependence on independent claims 1 and 
15, as well as due to the additional recitations in these claims. 

In view of the above amendments and remarks, Applicants respectfully submit that 
claims 1-4, 6, 8-11, 15-22, 24-26, 29 and 31 clearly define the present invention over the 
references relied on by the Examiner. Accordingly, reconsideration and withdrawal of the 
Examiner's rejection under 35 U.S.C. § 102 are respectfully requested. 

Allowable Subject Matter 

Claims 5, 7, 12-14, 23, 27, 28 and 30 have been indicated by the Examiner as being 
directed to allowable subject matter. AppUcants greatly appreciate this indication by the 
Examiner. However, for the above reasons, it is beUeved that independent claims 1 and 15 are 
directed to allowable subject matter. Therefore, these claims have not been rewritten in 
independent form at this time. Applicants reserve the right to present any or all of claims 5, 7, 
12-14, 23, 27, 28 and 30 in independent form at a later date if it is so desired. 

CONCLUSION 

Since the remaining references cited by the Examiner have not been utiHzed to reject the 
claims, but merely to show the state of the art, no further comments are deemed necessary with 
respect thereto. 
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For the foregoing reasons and in view of the above clarifying amendments, the Examiner 
is respectfully requested to reconsider and withdraw all of the objections and rejections of 
record, and to provide an early issuance of a Notice of Allowance. 

Should there be any outstanding matters which need to be resolved in the present 
application, the Examiner is respectfully requested to contact Paul C. Lewis (Registration No. 
43,368) at the telephone number of the undersigned below, to conduct an interview in an effort to 
expedite prosecution in connection with the present application. 

Applicant(s) respectfully petitions under the provisions of 37 C.F.R. § 1.136(a) and 1.17 
for a one-month extension of time in which to respond to the Examiner's Office Action. The 
Extension of Time Fee in the amount of $120.00 attached hereto. 

If necessary, the Commissioner is hereby authorized in this, concurrent, and further 
replies, to charge payment or credit any overpayment to Deposit Accotmt No. 02-2448 for any 
additional fees required under 37 C.F.R. § 1.16 or under 37 C.F.R. § 1.17; particularly, extension 
of time fees. 



Dated: May 23, 2006 




Paurt. Lewis 
Registration No.: 43,368 

BIRCH, STEWART, KOLASCH & BIRCH, LLP 
81 10 Gatehouse Rd 
Suite 100 East 
P.O. Box 747 

Falls Church, Virginia 22040-0747 
(703) 205-8000 
Attorney for AppUcant 
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